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Art Unit: 2863 

DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

1. Claims 18-23 stand withdrawn from further consideration by the examiner, 37 
CFR 1.142(b), as being drawn to a non-elected invention as noted on 
05/18/2006. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1-13 and 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Osder (U.S. Patent 5,678,786). 
Regarding claim 1: 

Osder discloses a method of operating a product, comprising: monitoring a first 
diagnostic information of a component of the product (Col. 3, Lines 30-61, fig. 2, 
unit 27, 47); monitoring a second diagnostic information of a system of the 
product (Col. 3, Lines 30-61, fig. 2, unit 29, 48), the system including the 
component (Col. 3, Lines 30-61); combining the first diagnostic information of the 
component and the second diagnostic information of the system (Col. 3, Lines 
30-61); and based at least partially on the combined first and second diagnostic 
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information, reconfiguring at least one of the component and the system (Col. 3- 
4, Lines 50-20). 

Regarding claim 2, Osder further discloses monitoring a first diagnostic 
information of a component includes monitoring a health indication of the 
component (Col. 4, Lines 8-19); Regarding claim 3, Osder further discloses 
monitoring a first diagnostic information of a component includes monitoring a 
capability indication of the component (Col. 12, Lines 46-56, fig. 2, unit 35); 
Regarding claim 4, Osder further discloses monitoring a first diagnostic 
information of a component includes monitoring a reliability indication of the 
component (Col. 13, Lines 24-39); Regarding claim 5, Osder further discloses 
monitoring a information of a component includes monitoring a first diagnostic 
information of an actuator (Col. 4, Lines 39-50). 
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Regarding claim 6, Osder further discloses monitoring a second diagnostic 
information of a system includes monitoring a health indication of the system 
(Col. 3, Lines 39-50, fig. 2, unit 48); Regarding claim 7, Osder further discloses 
monitoring a second diagnostic information of a component includes monitoring a 
capability indication of the component (Col. 12, Lines 46-56, fig. 2, unit 48); 
Regarding claim 8, Osder further discloses monitoring a second diagnostic 
information of a component includes monitoring a reliability indication of the 
component (Col. 13, Lines 24-39, fig. 2, unit 48); Regarding claim 9, Osder 
further discloses monitoring a second diagnostic information of a system includes 
monitoring a second diagnostic information of a flight control system (Col. 3, 
Lines 40-61, fig. 2, unit 48); Regarding claim 10, Osder further discloses 
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reconfiguring at least one of the component and the system includes 
reconfiguring a flight control system to take into account a degradation of an 
actuator (Col. 3-4, Lines 39-7); Regarding claim 11, Osder further discloses 
feeding back the reconfiguring of the at least one of the component and the 
system into the fusion of the first and second diagnostic information (Col, 3-4, 
Lines 39-19, fig. 2, unit 79, 95); Regarding claim 12, Osder further discloses 
inputting the combined first and second diagnostic information into a 
maintenance support block (fig. 2, unit 79, 95, 98); Regarding claim 13, Osder 
further discloses inputting the combined first and second diagnostic information 
into a maintenance support block includes inputting the combined first and 
second diagnostic information into the maintenance support block to at least one 
of enable post-fiight analysis and interpretation, and assist in assessing the 
prognosis of the component and system (Col. 3-4, Lines 39-33, fig. 2, unit 75, 
89); Regarding claim 16, Osder further discloses reconfiguring at least one of the 
component and the system includes reconfiguring at least one of the component 
and the system using an integrated vehicle health management system (fig. 2, 
unit 79, 89, Col. 3-4, Lines 39-34); Regarding claim 17, Osder further discloses 
integrating an integrated vehicle health management system will reconfigurable 
control, and performing tests of at least one of the component and the system 
during actual operation of the product (Col. 3-4, Lines 39-20, fig. 1, fig. 2, unit 75, 
89). 



Application/Control Number: 10/717,736 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2863 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill 
in tiie art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

a. Claims 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Osder (U.S. Patent 5,678,786) in view of Board et al. (U.S. Patent 

6,351,713). 

Regarding claim 14, Osder discloses a method including the subject matter 
discussed above except to reduce false alarm in a build in test system, Board 
discloses to reduce false alarm in a build in test system (Col. 3, Lines 1-11), in 
order to maximize fault detection probability (Col. 3, Lines 1-4), and increase 
reliability of the helicopter (Col. 2, Lines 47-53, Col. 3, Lines 1-11). 

Regarding claim 15, Osder discloses a trending one or more degradation to 
provide a prognostic capability (Col. 3, Lines 39-50, fig. 2, unit 89, 75). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Osder to reduce false alarm in a build in test 
system taught by Board in order to maximize fault detection probability and 
increase reliability of the helicopter. 
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The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Osder and Board are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, detecting faulty system in a helicopter. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 09/1 8/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

A. Applicant argues in the arguments that the prior art does not show the 
"monitoring a second diagnostic information of a system of the product, the 
system including the component." (page 7 lines 3-5 of the applicant's remarks) 
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As Osder discloses three axis of the rotor are being monitor constantly to correct 
and to conripensate any system failure (abstract), Osder clearly discloses 
"monitoring a second diagnostic information of a system of the product, the 
system including the component." In fig. 2, unit 48. 



B. Applicant continues to argue in the arguments that the prior art does not show 
the ' a system associated with and including any of the first, second, and third 
actuator components", "the monitoring of any system that encompasses any of 
the first, second and third actuator components, "the monitoring of 
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diagnostic information of "a system of the product, tlie system including the 
component," (page 7 lines 7-12 of the applicant's remarks) 

Osder clearly discloses 'a system associated with and including any of the 
first, second, and third actuator components" in fig. 2, unit 79, 77, where them 
main controller associated the three axis of the rotating axis of the helicopter. 
As regards to "the monitoring of any system that encompasses any of the first, 
second and third actuator components. Osder clearly discloses the monitoring 
(fig. 2, unit 79, 77) of any system that encompasses any of the first (fig. 2, unit 
47), second (fig. 2, unit 48) and third actuator components (fig. 2, unit 67). 
As regards to "the monitoring of diagnostic information of "a system of the 
product, the system including the component," . Osder clearly discloses "the 
monitoring of diagnostic information (fig. 2, unit 79, 77) of "a system of the 
product, the system including the component (fig. 2, unit 47, 48, 67)," 

C. Applicant continues to argue in the arguments that the prior art does not show 
'"combining the first diagnostic information of the component and the second 
diagnostic information of the system." (page 7 lines 14-15 of the applicant's 
remarks) 

Osder clearly discloses "'combining the first diagnostic information(fig. 2, unit 79, 
77) of the component and the second diagnostic information of the system (fig. 
2, unit 48)." 
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D. Applicant continues to argue in the arguments that the prior art does not show 
"the monitoring of any system that encompasses the first, second and third 
actuator components. Thus, Osder cannot possibly teach obtaining "the second 
diagnostic information of the system." As a result, Osder also cannot 
teach the combination of this "second diagnostic information of the system" 
with the "first diagnostic information of the component," as recited in claim 1." 
(page 7 lines 16-20 of the applicant's remarks) 

Osder clearly discloses "the monitoring of any system that encompasses the 
first, second and third actuator components in fig. 2, unit 79, 77 where in control 
the three axis of the rotating blade matrix of unit 47, 48 and 67. 
Osder also discloses "the second diagnostic information of the system in fig. 
2. unit 48, 79." 

Osder also discloses "second diagnostic information of the system in fig. 2, 
unit 48" with the "first diagnostic information of the component in fig. 2, unit 
47. 

E. Applicant continues to argue in the arguments that the prior art does not show 
"method of operating a product, as recited in claim 1, comprising, "based at least 
partially on the combined first and second diagnostic information, 
reconfiguring at least one component of the system." (emphasis added). As 
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recited in claim 1, the second diagnostic information is that of a system that 
includes a component. Osder cannot teach the reconfiguration at least one 
component "based at least partially on the combined first and second 
diagnostic information," (page 7-8 lines 21-4 of the applicant's remarks) 
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Osder clearly discloses "based at least partially on the combined first and 
second diagnostic information, reconfiguring at least one component of the 
system." in fig. 2, unit 77, 79 where the operation of the blade is depend on the 
functional status of the blade itself as shown in fig. 4, unit 147, 149, 151. 
Osder also discloses the reconfiguration at least one component (fig. 4, unit 147 
when one axis fail, the operation of the other blade changes )"based at least 
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partially on the combined first and second diagnostic information (fig. 4, unit 
149 and 151 as well when the other one or two axis fail, the main controller 
operate differently for other axis that are working good in Col. 3-4, Lines 62-6" 
And that rejection of claims 2-13 and 16-17 for the same reason (page 8 lines 5- 
9 of the applicant's remarks) 

F. Applicant continues to argue in the arguments that the prior art does not show 
" Osder does not teach a method of operating a product, "wherein monitoring 
a second diagnostic information of a system includes monitoring a health 
indication of the system." does not specifically teach a system encompassing 
any of these components or monitoring such a system. Osder cannot possibly 
teach ^''monitoring a second diagnostic information of a system includes 
monitoring a health indication of the system," (page 8 lines 10-17 of the 
applicant's remarks) 

Osderclearly discloses method of operating a product, "wherein monitoring a 
second diagnostic information of a system includes monitoring a health 
indication of the system (fig. 2, unit 47, 48, 67, 79 and 75, where the controller 
monitor the status of the 3 axis of the blade in a helicopter and reconfigure if is 
needed when one or more axis fail (Col. 3, Lines 52-61). 
Osder also discloses a system encompassing any of these components or 
monitoring such a system in fig. 2, unit 77 and 79. Osder teach ""'monitoring a 
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second diagnostic information of a system includes monitoring a health 
indication of the system in fig. 2, unit 77 and 79" 

G. Applicant continues to argue in the arguments that the prior art does not show 
"a system encompassing any of these components or monitoring such a 
system. Osder does not teach monitoring a second diagnostic information of a 
system that includes, "monitoring a capability indication of the system," 
"monitoring reliability indication of the system," and "monitoring a second 
diagnostic information of a flight control system." (page 8 lines 18-25 of the 
applicant's remarks) 

Osder clearly discloses a system encompassing any of these components 
or monitoring such a system in fig. 2, unit 77 and 79 where the controller 
monitor such function regarding the function of each rotating blade. 
Osder also discloses "monitoring a capability indication of the system, in fig. 2, 
unit 47, 48 and 67" "monitoring reliability indication of the system, in fig. 2, unit 
47, 48 and 67" and "monitoring a second diagnostic information of a flight 
control system in fig. 2, unit 48. 

H. Applicant continues to argue in the arguments that the prior art does not show 
"inputting the combined first and second diagnostic information into a 
maintenance support block." but does not teach a system encompassing 
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any of these components or monitoring such a system to obtain diagnostic 
information, "wherein inputting the combined first and second diagnostic 
information into a maintenance support block includes inputting the 
combined first and second diagnostic information into the maintenance 
support block to at least one of enable post-flight analysis and interpretation, 
and assist in assessing the prognosis of the component and system." (page 9 
lines 1-13 of the applicant's remarks) 

Osder clearly discloses inputting the combined first and second diagnostic 
information into a maintenance support block in fig. 2, unit 79 and 77. whiere 
each axis of rotation is inputting into the main controller. 
Osder also discloses a system encompassing any of these components or 
monitoring such a system to obtain diagnostic information in fig. 2, unit 79 
and 77 . "wherein inputting the combined first and second diagnostic 
information into a maintenance support block includes inputting the 
combined first (fig. 2, unit 47) and second diagnostic (fig. 2, unit 48) 
information into the maintenance support block (fig. 2, unit 7) to at least one of 
enable post-fiight analysis and interpretation, and assist in assessing the 
prognosis of the component and system (fig. 4, unit 147-175, where each axis 
is being compensate and calculate according to the other operation status.) 

I. Applicant continues to argue in the arguments that the prior art does not show 
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"Osder does not teach a method of operating a product, "wherein 
reconfiguring at least one of the component and the system includes 
reconfiguring at least one of the component and the system using an 
integrated vehicle health management system." (page 9 lines 14-21 of the 
applicant's remarks) 

Osder clearly discloses method of operating a product, "wherein reconfiguring 
at least one of the component and the system includes reconfiguring at least 
one of the component and the system using an integrated vehicle health 
management system in fig. 2, unit 77, where the operating of the blade is being 
reconfigured according to other blades working condition fig. 4, unit 147-175. 

J. Applicant continues to argue in the arguments that the prior art does not show 
The limitation of claim 17 namely " integrating an integrated vehicle health 
management system with reconfigurable control, and performing tests of at 
least one of the component and the system during actual operation of the 
product." And Osder does not teach that each of its failure control matrix 
computing means failure-mode receiving means the swashplate actuator 
interface 87, and the swashplate collective position controller 89 is capable of 
"performing tests of at least one of the component and the system." (page 9-10 
lines 22-7 of the applicant's remarks) 
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Osder clearly discloses integrating an integrated vehicle health 
management system with reconfigurable control, and performing tests of at 
least one of the component and the system during actual operation of the 

product." In fig. 2, unit 77 and 79, fig. 4, unit 141-175 . 



Regarding to claim 17 applicant argue that Osder does not teach that each of its 
failure control matrix computing means failure-mode receiving means the 
swashplate actuator interface 87, and the swashplate collective position 
controller 89 is capable of "performing tests of at least one of the component 
and the system." the above limitation is not in claim 17. Regarding claim 17, 
Osder further discloses integrating an integrated vehicle health management 
system will reconfigurable control, and performing tests of at least one of the 
component and the system during actual operation of the product (Col. 3-4, Lines 
39-20, fig. 1 , fig. 2, unit 75, 89). 

K. Applicant continues to argue in the arguments that Board does not show 
"monitoring a second diagnostic information of a system of a product, the system 
including the component," as recited in claim 1. (page 10-11 lines 16-9 of the 
applicant's remarks). Reminds to the applicant that claim 1 was a 102 reference 
by Osder, has nothing to do with Board. 
Regarding claim 1 : 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/7 1 7,736 Page 1 7 

Art Unit: 2863 

Osder discloses a method of operating a product, comprising: monitoring a first 
diagnostic information of a component of the product (Col. 3, Lines 30-61, fig. 2, 
unit 27, 47); monitoring a second diagnostic information of a system of the 
product (Col. 3, Lines 30-61 , fig. 2, unit 29, 48), the system including the , 
component (Col. 3, Lines 30-61); combining the first diagnostic information of the 
component and the second diagnostic information of the system (Col. 3, Lines 
30-61); and based at least partially on the combined first and second diagnostic 
information, reconfiguring at least one of the component and the system (Col. 3- 
4, Lines 50-20). 

L. Applicant continues to argue in the arguments that claims 14-15 are allowable, 
just argues that Board does not disclose limitation in claim 1 (page 11, lines 10- 
15 of the applicant's remarks), the argument is not persuasive since board has 
nothing to do with claim 1 . 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed 
within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
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period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 



5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tung S Lau whose telephone number is 571-272- 
2274. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9-5:30. If attempts to 
reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
John Barlow can be reached on 571-272-2269. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 
TL 
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